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Recognizing interpretive research and the methods in in-
terpretive research is also a theme common to the other es-
says. Both Kubik and Schwartz-Shea remark on the taken-for-
granted status of interpretive methodologies in other disci-
plines; their discussion and citations also demonstrate that
such methods are already part of political science if attention
is turned to particular parts of the discipline (e.g., legal studies,
feminism) or to substantive topics in the subfields (e.g., politi-
cal legitimacy, foreign policy, culture, identity, bureaucratic ex-
perience). Graduate students’ critical abilities are sharpened
when they are better able to identify and assess the methods
used in the interpretive research they encounter during their
coursework and, subsequently, throughout their careers.
How students react to interpretive readings and ideas is
carefully parsed in Robert Adcock’s essay, “Making Room for
Interpretivism: A Pragmatic Approach.” He reports that stu-
dents’ most positive responses are to those readings that dem-
onstrate interpretive contributions to explanation and field re-
search—whereas interpretivism’s ontological and epistemo-
logical stance and encouragement of reflexivity sometimes led
to “rejection, rather than recognition, of the claim of [interpre-
tive] views to be potential philosophical foundations for em-
pirical research in the political science.” In her essay, “Teach-
ing Interpretive Methods in Political Science:  The Challenges
of Recognition and Legitimacy,” Peregrine Schwartz-Shea
shares a similar concern with student reaction to the possibil-
ity of interpretive research. Using an assignment that has stu-
dents design quantitative-behavioral, comparative case study,
and interpretive approaches to the same research topic pro-
duces, she argues, student recognition and appreciation for
their “methodological others”—those who may chose to ap-
proach topics in ways different from their own inclinations and
specialties.
In a manner that echoes Adcock’s approach, Jan Kubik’s
essay, “Introducing Rigor to Teaching Interpretive Methods,”
succinctly connects the strengths of interpretive methods and
methodologies to the concerns not only of Weber, but also of
rational choice sociologist James Coleman, survey researcher
Laura Stoker, and game-theoretic modeler Barry O’Neill. In this
way, students who most relate to these latter approaches can
find initial entrée to interpretive perspectives.
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Even if one does not teach interpretive methods in par-
ticular, all those who teach methods can learn something from
these four symposium contributions as the essays provide grist
for reflection on pedagogical strategies and goals.1
For those readers specifically considering how to include
interpretive methods in their departmental curricula, these es-
says recount the challenges faced by professors currently
teaching such methods in the discipline. Chief among these
challenges is finding space in the curricula; each of these in-
structors includes interpretive methods as part of a broader
course, either research design (Adcock, Kubik, Schwartz-Shea)
or an advanced graduate seminar or an undergraduate Scope
and Methods course (Hauptmann).2 On the positive side, this
strategy means the opportunity to teach students who might
not otherwise take a stand-alone course (especially effective if
the course is in some way required3). On the negative side, the
exposure will perforce be quite limited, which raises the stakes
in the choice of topics and readings (as Adcock’s analysis
makes clear). Yet the fact that these inroads are occurring is
concrete evidence of the impact of the last wave of disciplinary
debates over methodological pluralism.
In this context, Emily Hauptmann’s contribution, “Undo-
ing the Opposition Between Theory and Methods,” provides a
fitting history lesson on the origins of disciplinary assump-
tions about “methods” and “methods teaching:” (a) that meth-
ods training necessarily entails an uncritical perspective on
political life; (b) that political theorists have no methods; and
(c) that theorists should not be involved in methods teaching.
When political theorists contribute to their departmental meth-
ods curricula at either the graduate or undergraduate level,
these assumptions can be surfaced and revisited—a healthy
development, even if, as Hauptman puts it, she realizes “how
differently many of my colleagues think about [methods]” com-
pared with her own perspective.
cial to quite a few research agendas, from economic growth to
civil war. At the same time, many feel that the ELF index and the
data used to construct it are very flawed. The Lieberman and
Singh, and Chandra articles show that one needs to include
political factors such as political parties and the political insti-
tutionalization of ethnic identities in the the conception of
ethnic identity and then in the collection of the data (as op-
posed to completely apolitical and individual-level ELF mea-
sure). The Herrera et al. piece surveys some of the core issues
involved in measuring identity.
As reported in the last issue, the Institute for Qualitative
and Multi-Method Research will be held in early June at Syra-
cuse University (http://www.maxwell.syr.edu/moynihan/pro
grams/cqrm/institute.html). Along with a new venue comes a
new structure. The Institute is now being organized into two-
day modules to allow for more in-depth teaching of various
topics. Due to the increasing amount of material in the area of
qualitative and mixed methods, there will be two concurrent
modules that students can choose from, along with some com-
mon sessions for everyone. I am excited about the new loca-
tion and the new structure for the Institute and I think it repre-
sents a new stage in the evolution of the teaching of qualita-
tive and mixed methods within political science.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.996220
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In sum, the challenges of teaching interpretive methods
have been met by these professors with a mixture of pragma-
tism, reflexivity, and innovation. And it can be argued that
their efforts enrich their departments. Just as theorists of de-
liberative democracy argue that citizens can learn the most by
listening intently to those with whom they disagree, so, too,
inclusion of interpretive methods in graduate methods cur-
ricula can contribute to the vitality of a department’s research
life—engendering debate in its graduate seminars and depart-
mental colloquia. At a minimum students can learn that there is
no need to fear their “methodological others.”
Notes
1 Thanks to the QMMR section for originally sponsoring this
roundtable at the 2008 APSA conference in Boston and to newsletter
editor Gary Goertz for encouraging the contributors to formalize
their remarks for this symposium.  Contributors’ syllabi are available
by emailing the authors or at the CQRM website hosted at the Max-
well School:  http://www.maxwell.syr.edu/moynihan/programs/cqrm/
syllabi.html.
2 Although Kubik reports working on a new stand-alone course on
interpretivism, it is likely that such courses are still relatively rare in
the discipline. For an exception, see Lisa Weeden’s quarter-length
course, Interpretive Methods in the Social Sciences, at the Univer-
sity of Chicago. As described in the course catalog, “This course is
designed to provide students with an introduction to interpretive
methods in the social sciences. Students will learn to ‘read’ texts and
images while also becoming familiar with contemporary thinking about
interpretation, narrative, ethnography, and social construction. Among
the methods we shall explore are: semiotics, hermeneutics, ordinary
language theory, and discourse analysis.” Often, stand-alone courses
first become available under special topics numbers; see, e.g., a 2009
offering by Ido Oren at the University of Florida, Interpretive Ap-
proaches to Political Science. Oren’s syllabus is available through the
CQRM website address in note 1.
3 For example, as Robert Adcock explains, graduate students at his
institution must take either an advanced statistics course or the re-
search design course he describes in his essay.
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Interpretivist scholars have carefully documented the mini-
mal, at best, presence that interpretive philosophical perspec-
tives and empirical methods have had in political science meth-
ods texts and curricula (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2002;
Schwartz-Shea 2003). What are we to make of this absence? Is
there a problem to be rectified here? Or an allocation decision
justifiable in light of limited pedagogical time and resources?
Given the profusion of philosophical perspectives and meth-
ods for accessing, generating, and analyzing data found in the
social sciences as a whole, some absences are unavoidable in
any single discipline. Thus, the fact of the relative absence of
interpretivism in the methods training of political science gradu-
ate students cannot alone support arguments for (or against)
giving it more room.1
I expect readers of this newsletter differ, perhaps even
strongly, regarding the imperative (or lack thereof) to expand
exposure to interpretivism. Moreover, these differences are, I
suspect, tied up with alternative assumptions about how gradu-
ate students would respond if interpretivism were given more
room in methods training. One potential assumption is that
greater exposure would lead more students to use interpretive
perspectives or methods in their research. Alternatively, in-
creased exposure might be expected to produce more confu-
sion than conversions. The “conversion” assumption is prob-
ably more common among advocates of greater attention to
interpretivism, and the “confusion” assumption among skep-
tics.2 A third possibility would be a “recognition” assumption
that increasing exposure may make graduate students more
likely to see interpretive research as falling within the disci-
plinary parameters of political science, without necessarily
making them more likely to undertake it themselves. The latter
assumption initially motivated me to experiment with giving
interpretivism some room in my methods teaching. But, as I
explore below, my experiences have subsequently led me to
rethink that initial assumption.
My goal in this piece is to promote treating these kinds of
assumptions not as the sacred hopes (or fears) of sects fight-
ing for the souls of students, but as tentative hypotheses.
Evaluating them requires introducing some students to inter-
pretive perspectives and methods, and reflecting upon the re-
sults. Methods instructors comfortable enough with interpretiv-
ism to give it room in their teaching are, however, usually fa-
vorably predisposed toward it. To counteract confirmation bias,
those of us who make room for interpretivism must be espe-
cially attentive to the possibility of minimal or even negative
outcomes. A self-critical frankness is essential if our reflec-
tions on our experiences are to be received by disciplinary
colleagues as imbued not with methodological partisanship,
but with pedagogical pragmatism. A pragmatic approach to-
ward making room for interpretivism must reflexively seek out,
and critically adapt in light of, the practical lessons of peda-
gogical experiments, whether those experiments turn out as
initially hoped or not.
What Kind of Methods Course do I Teach to Whom?
There is no single recipe for giving interpretivism more
room in methods training. Efforts could involve anything from
adding an interpretive reading or two to an existing syllabus,
to designing a full course, or even a multi-course curriculum,
exploring interpretivism in its rich variety. My own effort has
been limited. I have added interpretive readings to an existing
graduate methods course while taking key parameters of the
course as fixed. This newsletter’s sophisticated readers will be
better judges than I of which aspects of my effort, and the
practical lessons I draw from it, might transfer to their own
pedagogical contexts. But for readers to make such judgments
it is necessary that I spell out some details regarding the kind
of course I have been teaching, in what broader curricular set-
ting, and to whom.
